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Anthem’s opposition confirms that Anthem is out to sue Alla LaRoque (“Mrs. 

LaRoque”) and Scott LaRoque (“Mr. LaRoque”) (collectively, “the LaRoques”) at 

all costs to both their businesses and reputations, despite the obvious and fatal 

deficiencies in its Amended Complaint and contrary caselaw. The Amended 

Complaint offers no factual allegations that the LaRoques engaged in any specific 

conduct, i.e., that they participated in, or were even aware of, the individual IDR 

awards or attestations underpinning Anthem’s claims. And Anthem offers no facts 

showing the LaRoques had any contacts with California, let alone the minimum 

contacts required to haul them personally before this Court. 

Instead, Anthem seeks to hold the LaRoques liable for Anthem’s own 

dissatisfaction with the IDR process generally, and their losses therein occasioned 

by failing to make reasonable payments according to the requirements of their own 

health plans. But the law, including authorities both cited and ignored by Anthem, 

requires scrutinizing claims against each defendant, not giving short shrift to 

individuals. Anthem cannot save its claims through shotgun pleading, conclusory 

allegations, or empty buzzwords. 

This case represents a strategic attempt to avoid fairly paying claims for out-

of-network services, brought to threaten and dissuade healthcare providers and other 

intermediaries like HaloMD from using the statutory process Congress created to 

hold payers like Anthem to account. Rather than participate meaningfully in a way 

that would result in payments acceptable to objective third-party arbiters for the 

services at issue, Anthem has undertaken a systematic offensive effort to contest its 

losses by accusing its IDR adversaries of fraud and criminal activity. But in doing 

so, Anthem has failed to make even a single allegation sufficient to sustain a fraud 

claim against any defendant, including Mr. and Mrs. LaRoque who are involved in 

this case by the simple act of operating a business that is costing Anthem money (to 

pay for healthcare services rendered to Anthem’s members) that it would just rather 

not pay. 
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For the following reasons, and the many other reasons the LaRoques, 

HaloMD, and the other Defendants assert in their motions and replies, which the 

LaRoques join and incorporate here by reference, the Court should dismiss all 

claims against the LaRoques with prejudice and award them attorneys’ fees and 

costs pursuant to California’s anti-SLAPP law. 

I. The Amended Complaint Fails to Assert a Single Factual Allegation 

Sufficient to Support Anthem’s Claims against the LaRoques. 

The Amended Complaint alleges that HaloMD, a Texas company, initiates a 

high volume of IDR proceedings on behalf of untold numbers of providers against 

untold numbers of health plans nationally. See Amended Complaint (“AC”), Dkt. 50, 

¶ 110. Yet, in its opposition, Anthem fails to identify among its pleading’s 371 

numbered paragraphs a single, specific factual allegation that either of the LaRoques 

played any part in, or were even aware of, any of the comparatively small number 

(“hundreds”) of California-specific IDR proceedings or attestations at issue in this 

case. See Anthem’s Opposition to Defendants’ Motions to Dismiss (“Opp.”), Dkt. 93 

at 21 (referring to hundreds of allegedly ineligible California-specific IDR 

proceedings). That is so because those facts do not exist.  

Anthem seeks permission to pursue its agenda against the LaRoques anyway 

but the causes of action against them are precisely the type of implausible, 

unsupported claims that Rules 8 and 9 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 

Aschroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662 (2009) (“Iqbal”), and Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 

U.S. 544 (2007) (“Twombly”) prohibit. 
 

A. Anthem Misconstrues the LaRoques’ Motion. 

Anthem misrepresents the LaRoques’ arguments and its own allegations. In its 

opposition, Anthem contends that the LaRoques merely “argue that the claims 

against them fail because they did not personally submit false attestations.” Opp., 

Dkt. 93 at 65-66 (emphasis added). This reduction misses the thrust of Anthem’s 

myriad pleading deficiencies.  
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The LaRoques’ motion is clear: The Amended Complaint should be dismissed 

because “Anthem has adopted an impermissible group or shotgun pleading strategy” 

and fails to “allege that either Mrs. LaRoque or Mr. LaRoque was even aware of, let 

alone participated in, a single IDR proceeding, including any of the representative 

IDR proceedings identified by Anthem. . . . Nor does Anthem allege that either of the 

LaRoques specifically knew or intended that any IDR proceeding was initiated with 

a false attestation of a belief of IDR process eligibility.” LaRoques’ Motion to 

Dismiss, Dkt. 77-1 at 13-14. Anthem has neglected to factually support key pleading 

requirements under the Rules, Twombly, and Iqbal. 
 

B. Anthem Fails to Allege Any Facts Showing the LaRoques Knew of 
the California-specific IDR Proceedings, Let Alone Specifically 
Directed Anyone to Initiate Them. 

Anthem cannot point to a single factual allegation in the Amended Complaint 

showing the LaRoques took any particular action, much less one supporting a fraud 

claim. Even so, Anthem argues that company “officers and directors can be 

personally liable if they ‘specifically directed’ others ‘to commit the tortious act[,]’” 

citing Driscoll’s Inc. v. Cal. Berry Cultivars, LLC, No. 2:19-cv-00493-TLN-CKD, 

2022 WL 956863 (E.D. Cal. Mar. 29, 2022). Opp., Dkt. 93 at 66. However, this 

argument and Driscoll’s Inc. prove the LaRoques’ point: liability requires that “they 

personally took part in” or “specifically directed others . . . to commit” the alleged 

wrongdoing. Driscoll’s Inc., 2022 WL 956863, at *5-6 (defendant officer personally 

directed a plan to infringe on plaintiff’s patent and wrote emails detailing the plan’s 

implementation). But, again, Anthem fails to allege any facts showing either of the 

LaRoques were aware of, or communicated with anyone regarding, the California-

specific IDR awards and attestations at issue here, let alone “specifically directed” 

anyone to do anything. This failure is also fatal to Anthem’s further arguments based 

on consent (tacit or otherwise), “knowledge of unlawful purpose,” failure to stop 

tortious conduct, and conspiring to injure others. See Opp., Dkt. 93 at 66. 
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C. Conclusory Information-and-Belief Allegations Cannot Save 
Anthem’s Claims.  

 

Unable to point to a single factual allegation that the LaRoques participated in 

any wrongdoing, Anthem instead argues that its information-and-belief allegations 

regarding “operational control” suffice. See Opp., Dkt. 93 at 67. They do not. At best, 

they establish the LaRoques lead nationwide companies, one of which, HaloMD, 

allegedly initiates hundreds of thousands of IDR disputes on behalf of innumerable 

providers against untold numbers of health plans. See AC, Dkt. 50, ¶¶ 110, 135, 142, 

149-150. But the information-and-belief allegations are entirely unrelated to IDR 

proceedings (or their purported flaws) and thus cannot form a plausible basis for the 

leap Anthem asks the Court to make, namely to conclude the LaRoques played a part 

in, or were even aware of, issues related to the small number of California-specific 

IDR proceedings at issue here. 

Soo Park v. Thompson, 851 F.3d 910 (9th Cir. 2017), which Anthem cites, 

stands in sharp contrast. The § 1983 plaintiff there alleged that a detective conspired 

with others to prevent a witness from testifying in plaintiff’s defense in a criminal 

trial. Id. at 915. The detective intimidated the witness and, as pleaded on information 

and belief, allegedly arranged for a prosecutor to charge the witness with a separate 

offense, causing her to refuse to testify at plaintiff’s trial on Fifth Amendment 

grounds, after which the prosecutor dismissed the case against the witness. Id. at 920-

21, 928. The context was key: Criminal investigations and prosecutions necessarily 

require participation by police and prosecutors. Moreover, the plaintiff alleged 

additional specific facts regarding the individuals’ role in the scheme. Combined, the 

law enforcement context and specific additional facts permitted an inference that the 

detective arranged for the witness to be charged and for the charges to be dropped 

later. Accordingly, the court held that plaintiff “‘nudged her claim’ . . . ‘across the 

line from conceivable to plausible.’” Id. at 928 (cleaned up) (quoting Iqbal, 556 U.S. 

at 680). Even so, the Soo Park court did not allow the plaintiff’s claims to proceed 
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solely based on the information-and-belief allegations; more was required—and 

demonstrated in that case. See Wiggins v. Cnty. of Riverside, 5:24-cv-02405-SVW-

DTB, 2025 WL 2631529, at *7 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 7, 2025). 

Unlike the plaintiff in Soo Park, Anthem fails to offer any context or specific 

additional facts to justify leaping to its desired conclusion here, especially under Rule 

9’s heightened pleading standard, which did not apply in Soo Park. In other words, 

the starting point for Anthem’s leap connecting the LaRoques to the California-

related IDR proceedings remains information-and-belief allegations that are entirely 

conclusory and not entitled to the presumption of truth. Chavez v. United States, 683 

F.3d 1102, 1108 (9th Cir. 2012) (citing Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678) (“Thus, a court 

discounts conclusory statements, which are not entitled to the presumption of truth, 

before determining whether a claim is plausible.”). “‘A conclusory allegation based 

on information and belief remains insufficient under Iqbal/Twombly.’ . . . To find 

otherwise would contravene the basic teachings of [] Iqbal.” Masimo Corp. v. Apple 

Inc., No. SACV 20-48 JVS (JDEx), 2021 WL 925885, at *8 (C.D. Cal. Jan. 6, 2021) 

(citing Menzel v. Scholastic, Inc., No. 17-CV-05499-EMC, 2018 WL 1400386, at *2 

(N.D. Cal. Mar. 19, 2018) and Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678) (dismissing claim resting on 

conclusory information-and-belief allegations). The information-and-belief 

allegations against the LaRoques do not meet the legal requirements to state a claim. 
 

D. Anthem Does Not Meaningfully Argue That It Has Pleaded RICO, 
Fraud, or Unfair Competition Claims Against the LaRoques (and 
Fails to Do So).  

To state a substantive RICO claim, Anthem must allege the conduct of a 

pattern of racketeering consisting of at least two predicate acts by each defendant, 

and must allege the LaRoques’ conduct was a but-for and proximate cause of 

Anthem’s injuries. Anthem has done neither. The LaRoques’ motion also makes clear 

that Anthem has not pleaded its state law misrepresentation and unfair competition 

claims against the LaRoques in any manner approaching the demands of Rule 8 and 

Rule 9. LaRoques’ Motion, Dkt. 77-1 at 14-16. 
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In its opposition, Anthem fails to address these points or any of the numerous 

authorities the LaRoques cite. Anthem has thus waived argument on these issues. At 

most, Anthem superficially states that it “pleads facts as to each defendant’s role in 

the NSA Schemes” and “representative examples of fraudulent disputes involving 

each defendant.” Opp., Dkt. 93 at 55. But, for the reasons stated above and in the 

LaRoques’ motion, these arguments, at least as they pertain to the LaRoques, are 

demonstrably false. Specifically, the Amended Complaint fails to allege that either 

Mrs. or Mr. LaRoque committed any predicate act of wire fraud (or any act at all), 

and none of Anthem’s representative examples mention the LaRoques. Similarly, 

Anthem does not bother in its opposition to address its failure to plead its California 

fraudulent and negligent misrepresentation and unfair competition claims against the 

LaRoques. Anthem has thus waived any argument on that front as well. 

Anthem’s failure to address these requirements is unsurprising: no amount of 

argument can overcome the Amended Complaint’s deficiencies, which are fatal to 

all of Anthem’s claims against the LaRoques. 

II. The Court Lacks Personal Jurisdiction over the LaRoques. 

Apart from Anthem’s failure to allege any unlawful conduct by the LaRoques, 

Anthem cannot show this Court has personal jurisdiction over them. 

First, for the reasons set forth in HaloMD’s motion to dismiss and reply, 

Anthem’s claims under RICO and the Employment Retirement Income Security Act 

of 1974 fail. Anthem may not rely on either statute’s nationwide service of process 

provisions, regardless of Anthem’s failure to establish that the ends of justice require 

hauling the LaRoques before this Court. 

Second, given the paucity of allegations against the LaRoques, Anthem makes 

no attempt to explain how pursuing them personally comports with fair play and 

substantial justice, is reasonable, or otherwise satisfies due process as required to 

establish personal jurisdiction under California’s long-arm statute. Instead, Anthem 

merely recites the long-arm factors and argues the acts of other defendants are 
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attributable to LaRoques. See Opp., Dkt. 93 at 19-20. Yet, “[e]ach defendant’s 

contacts with the forum state must be examined individually”—fundamental fairness 

notions require nothing less. Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783, 789-90 (1984) 

(petitioners each engaged in conduct directed at the forum); Colt Studio, Inc. v. 

Badpuppy Enter., 75 F. Supp. 2d 1104, 1111-12 (C.D. Cal. 1999) (individuals were 

not alter egos of their company and lacked sufficient minimum forum contacts); 

Citcon USA, LLC v. Maplepay Inc., No. 19-cv-02112-NC, 2021 WL 1238231, at *6 

(N.D. Cal. Apr. 2, 2021)  (“The proper question is not where the plaintiff experienced 

a particular injury or effect but whether the defendant’s conduct connects him to the 

forum in a meaningful way.” (quoting Walden v. Fiore, 571 U.S. 277, 290 (2014)).  

Anthem ignores this principle, presumably because the Amended Complaint 

fundamentally fails to allege that either of the LaRoques has engaged in any personal 

conduct directed toward California or otherwise has any contacts with the state. 

Third, this same fundamental failure undermines Anthem’s attempt to evade 

the fiduciary shield doctrine by resorting to conclusory allegations that the LaRoques 

are “the driving force” and “directly control” the alleged fraud schemes here. The 

cases Anthem cites demonstrate why. In ProSource Discounts, Inc. v. Dye, No. 2:19-

CV-00489-AB-JC, 2019 WL 6729702, at *1-4 (C.D. Cal. July 23, 2019), the 

fiduciary shield did not protect the defendant officer because, unlike here, he 

personally committed nearly all the alleged wrongdoing, as detailed in multiple 

paragraphs of the Court’s opinion and the underlying pleading itself. Similarly, the 

court in Sihler v. Fulfillment Lab, Inc., No. 3:20-cv-01528-H-MSB, 2020 WL 

7226436, at *5-6 (S.D. Cal. Dec. 8, 2020), rejected the plaintiff’s argument—which 

Anthem makes here—that a defendant company’s contacts with the forum should be 

imputed to a company officer, but found that the officer personally developed 

software used in the underlying wrongdoing and thus was not protected by the 

fiduciary shield.  

“In analogous cases where courts have declined to extend the fiduciary shield 
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doctrine, plaintiffs have put forth evidence showing the individual defendants’ direct 

involvement in the alleged wrongdoing.” Abundant Living Fam. Church v. Live 

Design, Inc., No. 5:22-cv-00140-RSWL-MRWx, 2022 WL 2176583, at *2-3 (C.D. 

Cal. June 15, 2022) (citing cases and rejecting plaintiff’s argument that defendants 

were “guiding spirit” and thus not protected by the fiduciary shield). Again, the 

Amended Complaint alleges no such direct involvement or personal participation 

whatsoever by either of the LaRoques. Absent such allegations, Anthem cannot 

overcome the fiduciary shield by parroting conclusory buzzwords like “driving 

force,” “guiding spirit,” and “central figure.” See Opp., Dkt. 93 at 3, 22, 67; see 

Fasugbe v. Willms, No. CIV. 2:10–2320 WBS KJN, 2011 WL 3667440, at *4 (E.D. 

Cal. Aug. 22, 2011) (“If the court were to deem such conclusory allegations sufficient 

on a motion to dismiss, a plaintiff could force any officer of a company to defend a 

suit in his personal capacity simply by using the magic language that he was the 

‘guiding spirit’ behind the allegedly wrongful conduct or the ‘central figure in the 

challenged corporate activity.’”). 

For this Court to exercise jurisdiction over the LaRoques, Anthem must plead 

specific facts showing they were directly involved or personally participated in the 

relatively small number of California-specific IDR proceedings at issue here. The 

Amended Complaint fails to do so and offers no allegations that the LaRoques have 

the required minimum contacts with California, or otherwise transacted business, 

contracted to supply goods or services, personally caused injury, or engaged in any 

other claim-related conduct in California. 

III. Conclusion 

Anthem cannot drag the LaRoques from their home in Texas to a court in 

California by lumping them together with other parties to face generalized, 

implausible claims. Regardless of Anthem’s dissatisfaction with the IDR process, the 

LaRoques should never have been named in this dispute—there are no facts alleged 

against them to justify any case, much less claims based on RICO and fraud. 
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For these reasons, in addition to the many other reasons asserted by HaloMD 

and the other Defendants in this action, this Court should dismiss all claims against 

the LaRoques with prejudice. Further, for those reasons argued in HaloMD and the 

LaRoques’ anti-SLAPP motion, Dkt. 78-1, this Court should award attorneys’ fees 

and costs to the LaRoques pursuant to California’s anti-SLAPP law. 

 
Dated:  February 24, 2026 
 

NIXON PEABODY LLP 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ Jonah D. Retzinger 

Jonah D. Retzinger 
Christopher D. Grigg 
Brock J. Seraphin 
April C. Yang 
 
Attorneys for Defendants 
HALOMD, LLC, ALLA 
LAROQUE, AND SCOTT 
LAROQUE 
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Pursuant to Section 28 of the Procedures of the Honorable Karen E. Scott, the 

undersigned, counsel of record for Defendants HALOMD, LLC, ALLA LAROQUE 

and SCOTT LAROQUE, certifies that, excluding the caption, the table of contents, 

the table of authorities, the signature block, and any indices and exhibits, this brief 

contains 2,691 words, which: 

[X] complies with the word limit of L.R. 11-6.1. 

___ complies with the word limit set by court order dated [date]. 
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NIXON PEABODY LLP 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ Jonah D. Retzinger 
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Attorneys for Defendants 
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